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311 West Main, Rm. 301 » Bozeman, MT 39713

June 30, 1999

Clifford Hawkes, Job Captain
Flanning and Design Services
Denver Service Center
National Fark Service

12795 West alameda Parlkoway
Lakewood, CO 80223

Dear National Park Service:

Thank you for the opportunity to conutient o the draft Winter Use Plan for
Yellowstone Park. Given the seven-day timeframe for comments ona 500-plus-page
document, we will limit our concerns to the information and analysis as they relate fo the
proposed action and, specifically, the plowing of the road from West Yellowstone to Cld
Faithful.

Generally, we do not find that the analysis and information that you use sapports the
preferred alternative. We base our concerns o1l inconsistencies between your statement of
desired conditions, the data you provide, the criteria developed by the Park Service and a
departure from the criteria developed at ldaho Falls in October 1928. We question your
analysis of supporting data and information {or lack thereci) in the following areas:

{1) Socio-economics;

(2)  Visitor experience;

(3) Quict; -
(4) Wildlife;

(5)  Air and Water Quality; and

{6) Park infrasthructure.

We use your own information provided in the document fo entreat you to select a different
proposed action.

(1) Socio-cconomics

The neighboring comnwnities near Yellowstone Park provide many essential services o
winder visitors. Gallatin County conducted a secia-econonic survey of over 1,100 businesses
in Bozeman, West Yellowstone and Big Sky in May 1999, We received responses from
approximately 25% of tiose businesses. Lost sales to those businesses alone, if Yellowstone
Naztional Park winter visitations were to be prohibited, would fotal $16,763,297. Total winter
payroll of those busitiesses wha responded 1s $15,741,552.

S stated in your veport, p. 74, “The indirect, and induced expendilures generated in
the GYA by nonvesidents visiting thic parks in the winter months are estiniated to be approxi-
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nialely $60,000,000.” This figure represents ¢ huge economic impact to the communities
surrounding the park.

We cite p. 264 of your draft to highlight this impact:

“A foss of the tegional expendiitres by these nonresidenis would fead to
an overall reduction of $14, 700,000 i torl economic oufpul and 357 jobs in
the 3-state dren.”

‘We strongly disagree with your summation that this is a “negligible negative impact.” On the
same page you state, “The main reason that visitors make the often long and expensive frip to
sce YNP, however, is not to dine in West Yellowstone or spend a night in a motel in Gardiner.”
The question we put to you is this: How many of the thousands of YNF visitors would come
and enjoy the park if these services were not provided and available in West Yellowstone and
Gardiner? According to our survey, close to 34,000 of these who do business in Gallatin
County are winter visitors to Yellowstone Park. Many of these visitors are able to plan a winter
vacation in Yellowstone because they know that necessary services are available in West
Yellowstone,

We dispute the drafi’s analysis of the regional economy on pages 480 and 481, under
“Unavoiclable Adverse Impacts.” You state on page 480 that:

“firlone of these phove impacts could be considered itveversible or long-term in
the cantext of fofal economy ... it is the maiure of business fo start or to
change course haserd on economic seli-interast or sprvivel”

Tell that to the hundreds of businessmen and women who make their living by providing a
snowmachine winter experience to park visitors. Wheever wrote this has no sensitivity o

~ business concerns. As other alternatives are available that could avoid this adverse impact,

yonr coneluston is absurd.

(2) ¥isitor Experience

When the National Parks system was institated, one of the paramount reasons was (o
preserve natural treasures in the United States, for prasent and future generations to experience
and appreciate. These visitors, as well az all Americans, have paid for these treasures to be
preserved for many years, and deserve the utmost consideration when considering the futnre of
Yellowstone.

You state on page 185:

4 199899 sturvey of Yellowsfone winkar visitors found support for
sound sind emission standards on snowmachines, more information and
Interpretalion, stricter enforcement of rules, and more traifs and locaifons for
revieiifon,. Closing roads to oversnow veliiefes, resiricting groomed roads o
sHowoodChes, and plowing ihe road from West Yellfowstone to Ofd Faithfid
athered fhe jeast support among respondents lemphasis added). ”
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The majority of winker visitors have told you that your preferred adivraative is the one
Lhat they, the users and supporters of the pack, prefer the least! In yonr wands, they have
shown “ consistent picture of very fow support .., Jor e prgor miccincnt change
vontained in alternuiive B: plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Fiiful? Draft
Winter Use Flan/EIS, p. 266.

The winter visitors” primary reasons for traveling to Yellowstonu ave obvicusly not
being taken into account under AHernative B, As stated in your draft plan on . 191, “The
most important qualities lo visitors to the park are scenery, wildlife, and clean air.” How much
passing scenery can a park visitor traveling by shuttle bus enjoy, when there are 20 ft. berms
of plowed snow on either side of the road? How much wildlife can the visitors observe in their
natural state, when the park’s animals will be avoidant of the sound, sight and smell of tour
buses traveling down a plowed road with high berms of snow on either side? Nearty all
visitors you surveyed “siated therr support for oversow micvliarized acuess, 45 opposed o
plowed roads or rmass traasit .7 Deaft Winter Use Plan/EIS, p. 193, As we previously stated,
fewer winter visitors surveyed stated a willingness to pay for winter car and bus access to Old
Faithful, than the cost of paying for clean, quict snowmobiles. Drafi Plan, pp. 267-68.

Yonu state that Alternative B is attractive because it provides an affordable opportunity
for winler visitation. You cite the income level and demographics of winter visitors on page
183 {Freimund, et al. 1999) as “wealthy and highly educated.” Even if you offered free mass
transit based on means testing, how wil! these lower income people get lo the park in the first
place? Your analysis muist include this.

There are existing, [ess expensive, or even free, alternatives. For example, visitors can
choose any border tratlhead or boundary to enter the park via snowshoe or cross-country skis.

Your analysis reganding visitor experience under Alternative B gives short theift to the
1996 Littlgjohn survey results listed on page 184, and the 1999 survey (p. 233) where visitor
respondents reported “overall support for continued mechanized winter access 0 YNF7 A
preferred alternative, based on these surveys, would more accurately reflect visitor preference
if it met the following criteyia:

{a) lLimited winter visitors;

(by Allpwed oversnow machine travel;

{e} Reduced noise and pollution from snowmobiles:
{d) Adopted a reservation systen; and

(&) Groomed more frequently.

Preferences for car access, affordability and plowed voads were not mentioned in this survey.

Youur analysis observes that scenery and wildlife viewing would be lessened along the
plowed toad from West Yellowstone $o Old Faithful under the preferred alternative. Your
conclusion on page 303 states as follows:

“ . fTihe preterved alterrative will efiminate or detraci fiont maliple
critical churncleristivs of the desired winder expericice 1w o large munber of
partipeanes . fandf plowiny the road from West entrinnce o Okl Baithtil
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Wotthi croate berms of stow Pt WOkl detrict (rom suenery viewing opporit-
nilies for quay visitors.”

Again, we guestion how your own analysis supports your preferred action,

(3) Quiet

Wwe observed certain themes in your document; one being a lack ol analysis and data
where such information might not support your preferred alternative. In (he area of “quiet,”
we found no information related to the decibels associated with shutte hases, snowplows, and
individuzl vehicles that would be permitted under Alternative B. We fourd no comparative
analysis of the noise given off by these proposed activities along the corridor from West
vellowstone to Old Faithful with the present activities permitted. Further, we saw no analysis
of the same activities compared to those noise levels of “clean green” snow machines. As we
understood at Idaho Falls and read in this draft, “clean green” machines were proposed to be
an achion common to all alternatives.

We cite your 1999 winter visitor survey, which showed a willingness on the part of
winter visilors to pay 845 move for clear, quist machines. We also quote Freimmind et al.,
1999, from p. 185 of your draft: :

A ]298- 1999 survey of Yellowstone visitors found support for
sound and emission stanidards on snowmachines, more informa-
tion and interpretaiion, siricter enforcement of rules, and more
trails and locations for recreation. Closing roads {o oversnow
vehicles, resiricting groomed roads to snowcoaches, and plowing
the road from West Yellowstone fo Ofd Faiehfud gathered the least
Supporf among respondents.”

Again, on page 232, the fitst paragraph on “Natural Quiet” dentonstrates no mention of the
noise levels generated by mass transit buses, plows or individual vehicles under Alternative B.
The same is true for your sound analyses on page 306, Table 46 and page 200, Table 35. Your
conclusion on page 307 again ignores the sound levels produced. by the proposed activities of
Alternative B.

(4) Wildlife

In our apinion, it is imperative that a Winier Use Plan meet the requirement for the
preservation of wildlife. The information regarding wildlife in your Draft Winter Use Plan
sheds light on the various impacts your proposed Alternative B would have on winter habitat,
foraging patterns, and mortality rates of wildlife. Your map entitled “Winter Wildlife Habitat”
clearly fllustrates that the geothermal aveas located near the road between West Yellowstone
and Old Faithful are prime wintering areas for much of the park’s wildlife. On page 128, you
state that “ungulates can be displaced from wintering habitats near oads and facilities. This
includes elk, movse, and big, horn sheep.”™ Om page 129, you slale that the lynx, wolverine,
Fisher, marten, bolxat, tiver otter, rect fox, and coyote have low population densities in the
pank and ave vulnevable to uman use of the park, sspecially during the winter. On page 135,
you cite the vulnerability of the bald eagle to lnunan achivities froim developments and motor-
ized truvel, as well as the high potential for “vehicle/ eagle collisions ... because eagles are



COMMENTS

Counties

Udifford Elawkes, Job Captam
MNatiomul Park Sceviece

June 30, Ekib

Page 5

known to forage on road-kill carcasses.™ As you notecl, the severity of Yellowstone winters,
coupled with depleted energy levels, low food supply, and the interruption of patterns of
movement (by high berms of snow, traftic, and plowing and grooming operations), add up to
significan! “costs” to wildlife. |n several instances throughout your dralt plan, you list the
possibility of vehicle/wildlile collisions as a nujor tactor in wildlife mortahty.

“Chronic harassment in cold weather can resulf in reduced reproductive rates and may
signifcantly increase mortaiity fof wildiie] 7 Dralt Winter Use Plan, p. 123. Those visitors
surveyed cited that their first reason for winter visitation of the park was lo view wildiife. If the
number gne reason the majority of winter visitors surveyed slate that they come to Yellowstone
to view wildlife, does that not lead to a greater patential for “chronic harassment,” inlentional
or unintentional? Will animals pay the cost of bus and vehicle travelers’ desire to see
wintering wildlife? Will wildlife be forced to fravel grealer distances for food and water, to
accommodate plowed roads? Will they be driven fo other areas to survive, in otder to avoid
winter park visitors who are not famitiar with their needs and habits?

These are all important questions which need to be addressed, when considering the
needs of some of the park’s most precious resources. They will, in the end, rely on us to ensure
that their environment is protected to the utmost of our human ability.

(5) Air and Water Quality

We again observed the lack of analysis and data to support the propesed aclivities from
West Yellowstone to Old Faithful under Alternative B, Again, you failed to compare air quality
impacts where “clean green™ machines are required, o the proposed activines.

We cite from p. 30 of your draft as follows:

“ . The most cornmonly rafsed gir-qusiity refated health concerns
in the GYA gre tied to smoke and vehicle emissions jerphasis addedy.
Air pollutants called particulate matter inchide dast, dirt, soot, smoke
and figuid droplefs directiy emitfed inilo the air By sources such as power
planis, vehicles, consituction aclivily, fires snd natural windbfown
dust.”

On page 481 of your draft document, you state that all alternatives present the
potential for impacts, including those on aiv quality, which are “short-term (for the duration of
the causal factor) and minor.” You have provided no science to support your claim that these
potential impacts are either short-term or minor.

Yot also state oh page 481 that a “definitive camulative impact analysis would be
conducted later when site-specific proposals are made and site-specific effects are
determined.” Your preferred Aliernative B is nothing but “site specific™ Your logic evades us.

On page 235 of your draft, you discuss the impacts of snowmobile emissions on aiv
quality in the park. On that same page, you omit data on the negative impacts of a potential
increase in tour bus and vehicle entissions in the avea between the West Entrance ane Old
Faithttl, Nor do you discuss the potential, pesitive impacts that “clean, green™ snowmobiles
would pose it this equation. This is 4 hokable omission.
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You stated on page 79 that winter visitors were more inclined to pay for clean and
quict snowinobiles (345 more than current cost} than they would pay for plowing the road
fram West Yellowstone to Old Fathful, and For bus and vehicle usage of that road in the winter
{$3 more than curcent cost). Above all, we remind you of your statement on page 191: “The
most important qualities to visitors to afl theee areas were scenery, wildlife, and clean air
lemphasis added].”

In regard to water quality, plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful,
and allowing buses and vehicles to travel that road during the wintertime will most definitely
negatively affect the water quatity in the park, based on your own prense, as stated on page
94:

“fetivdrocarbon poliution in waler will jitially persist on the sirface
and eventually sefile in the waler column, exposing fish and inverisbrate
poprlations.”

‘When the huge berms of snow created by the plowing of the Old Faithful road melt, along with
all of the deposited pollution from buses and cars, where will that snow 207 Into the park’s
watershed. Your study of impacts on water quality needs to be expanded to inchude pollution
potential presented by buses and vehicles during the winter.

(6) Infrastructure

At Idzho Falls in October, the cooperating agencies were instructed to censider the
impacts to the park’s infrastructure whet formulating aliernatives, We find little or no
analysis of fhe impacts to the park’s infrashtructure regarding the preferred alfernative,
Specifically, we can find no costs for plowing the road from the West entrance to Old Faithful;

‘na costs associated with the plowing impact on the condition of the road surface; and no costs

associated with policing, emergency, accident esponse, delivery services and garbage hauling,
to natme a few.

We believe in maintaining park improvements at & mininum to ensure a pristine,
wilderness park setting. If the park insists on building more beds, expanding sewage treatment
factlities and providing overall more infrastvucture to serve an ever-grawing number of park
visitors, it will fajl to achieve its mandate. Rather, the park should Increase its dependence on
adjoining communities to provide those services, improvements, beds and infrastructure. The
preferred alternative, in absence of data and analysis to demonstrate ctherwise, will adversely
impact the park’s infrastructure.

We eite your conclusion on page 297:

... There conld be fong-fern adverse effects 1 ifie desaind sor available
access W L0 Fafefetid exceeds the capacity for parking af that foeation,
Aol oversiow nse woukt be efimtinated between West Yelfowstone aned Okt
Ftitftad, e introchiction of aftertrative modes of transportiiion wouhd surpass
the fevel of access corrently realized Sirougf existing traosporiation modes ™
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Your analysis o page 296 goes into defuil on the parking requirements for the
preferred alternative. 1t fails to mention day use facilities, sewage treatment, and medical and
police services. We cite page 433, where you state:

“inder Afternative B, there mady be increased fmpacts ko the Old Eaithial
e i winter pedestrian use mereases due (o enfianced access for this fype of
vision” '

You also briefly address lodging facililies on page 164:

“Most of these fbeds] are not open duting the winler nioniiis beeause of
Infrastructure vuinerabifity to freezing temperafures. The facilitics were
originally constructed in the 1930 and were never intended for winter use.”

Clearly, increased winter use at Old Faithful will require extensive and costly improvements to
existing infrastructure.

Finally, under “The Desired Condition” section, p. 5, the draft states:

“Further, these desired conditions should be fcilftated by cooperative
work befween the National Park Service, other agencics, Jocsf and reglonal
Soveraments, o fties, concessions, cormercia! operations, and the
equipment manufacturing industry.”

Gallatin County challenges the Park Service to demonstrate how that statement can be
consistent with the preferved alternative,

‘CONCLUSION

As 4 cooperafing ageney, Gallatin County fervently desires to protect Yellowstonie
National Park consistent with its legal mandate. Far from reacting as a self-serving entity
wishing only to further the economic inferests of our constituents, we firmly believe in
protecting the ait aud water quality; the wildlife viability; and the diversity of visitor
experience. We also believe that the costs, both environmental and financial, should not be
unduly placed on the park.

Plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful makes no sense. it will further
burden the already strained infrastructure of the Old Faithful acea al a huge financial cost.
{You provided Iittle data on these costs.} Your own stirveys show a huge cost to lost business in
West Yellowstone and a lack of support from winter visitors. Your data on visitor experience
demonstrates litte support for a plowed road. Your wildlife data and analysis appear ambigu-
ous and inconclusive as they relate to the preferred alternative. You consistently failed to
provide a comparative analysis between “clean green” machines and the impacts of the
proposed activities under Alternafive B. In sumutary, using your own dala, we find that
Alteruative B would detract from the visitbor experience, adversely impact wildlife, air and
water quality, overtax the park’s infeastructure, and greatly harm the economy of the adjacent
towns, principally West Yeliowstone.
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You hitve done a very good job of coming up with close to the worst option intaginable.
We leave you with this thought Envision quotas of quietly humiming snowmachines traveling
at reduced speeds over snow on the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful only during
duylight hours, No 12-ft. high berms, 6o noisy, smelly snowplows, cars or buses, no
dangerous plowed corridors to entice or trap wildlife. No multi-thousand threngs milling
about Ol Faithful 21l day, all winter, clamoring to use the facilities. Clean air. Clean waler.
Quiek A guality, diverse visitor experience, and undisturbed wildlife. This is achievable and

- desired by your constituents.

Alternative B is not the answer. Several of the other alternatives meet the above desired
conditions much beter.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Smith Mitchell, Member

FAWINWORDAYELLOWSTA Zkether to MNalicmal Park Service doc
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Page 1. Thereisno requirement in CEQ regulations (81502.14) to justify a preferred alternative, just to name one or more alternatives as preferred in the DEIS
if thereisapreference. The purpose of identifying the preferred aternative is so agencies and the public can understand the lead agency’ s orientation
(81502.14(e)). The entire comment letter is a criticism of the preferred alternative, and as this comment indicates, the purpose is to convince the NPS to “ select
adifferent proposed action.” In fact NPS will indicate a new preference in the FEIS, which technically addresses this point.

NPS acknowledges the commenter feels there isn't sufficient support for selecting the preferred alternative, and that there is disagreement on the nature and
level of impacts. The commenter should note that a final decision has not yet been made in consideration of the full range of alternativesin an FEIS.
Comments about the rationale for or against the preferred alternative are given too much weight at the expense of the range of alternatives. The rationale for
the preferred alternative does not set the scope of analysis. NEPA (CEQ Regulations) does not make stipulations about the rationale for selecting a preferred
aternativein an EIS; in fact there is no requirement for stating the rationale in an EIS. It stipulatesthat in afinal EIS, a preferred alternative must be identified.
The statement of preference for one or more aternativesin a draft EIS is discretionary, depending upon whether the agency has a preference at that point
(81502.14(€)).

Therefore, the identification of a preferred alternative in a DEIS should be regarded by the public as extremely tenuous. Thisisbecause an EISisto serveasa
means of assessing impacts of proposed agency actions “rather than justifying decisions already made” (81502.2(g)). The FEIS preferred aternative may be
viewed more as a " precursor” decision, which will only become final in a Record of Decision that expresses the rationale for the choice. In any case, itis clear
that merely the expression of a preferred aternative, by itself, can in no way invalidate the entire EIS analysis. The decision maker can select any of the
aternativesin aFina EIS through consideration of avariety of factors, including but not limited to environmental impacts.

The bulk of the commentsin this |etter express why alternative B is not acceptable to the writer, using much of the impacts disclosure in the DEIS. Werreiterate
the purpose of an EIS — to disclose impacts of the proposed action and alternativesto it. NPSwill respond directly to any other comments that refute the
analysisin general. Where the County’ s assessment of impacts disagrees with that of the NPS, both viewpoints will be represented — as in the DEIS. Though
the County’ s strong objection to alternative B may be persuasive in the final decision (see above), thereis no information presented in this letter that would

alter the essential features of that alternative or remove it from consideration.

A final noteisthat the commentsin thisletter have been directed at the preliminary draft EIS that was provided to cooperating agencies for comment before
publication of the DEIS. The DEIS was adjusted to respond to substantive comments from the cooperators. Therefore, page references in the letter and some
of the content does not actually apply to the DEIS.

Page 2. NPS affirms its statement that thisimpact is negligible, considering the regional economy. The DEIS states on page 198 that a $12.4 millionlossin a
$12.7 billion economy is negligible, especialy asthisis aworst-case scenario. It islikely that some visitors would continue to come to the GY A in the winter,
and it islikely that others would choose to take advantage of a different type of experience. The DEIS goes on to state that despite the negligiblelossin a
regional economy, the impact would be felt mostly in small communities surrounding the parks. The same information is conveyed in the DEIS in relation to
the 3-state regional economy. NPSis responding to cooperating agencies that feel that the economic analysis on 17 counties dilutes the effects for counties that
are most immediately affected. NPS will determine and report on the projected impacts for the 5-county area.
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GALLATIN COUNTY, MONTANA (See also responsesto Paul Kruse, Representative of Cooperating Counties)

Page 2. In many other respects, the commenter might be appreciative of a dispassionate analysis. The cooperators are nearly unanimous in requesting NPS
ignore the emotional content on wildlife, air, water and other “protection” issues and rely instead on “good science.” NPS has a more optimistic view about the
business community in general and, as stated, feels that it will find ways to adapt and profit from its proximity to public lands. NPS also notes from hearings
and other comments that some of that community does not agree with the commission nor support NPS in addressing critical resource issues.

Page 3. Re: Preferred alternative. Partly in response to the overall non-support of plowing the road, NPS expresses a new preferred alternative in the Final EIS.
This alternative would provide oversnow motorized access from West Y ellowstone to Old Faithful, and allow visitors to experience the park by snowcoach.

Page 3. Re: Alternative B, affordable winter visitation. The stated purpose of plowing the road (DEIS, page 28) isto “improve affordable access.” A thorough
reading of the EIS would reveal that arequired impact topic in an EIS isto evaluate the effects of a proposed action on socially or economically disadvantaged
populations (DEIS, page 80). These populations are characterized on page 90 in the DEIS, and the effects on those populations are disclosed in the
socioeconomic section for each aternative (DEIS, pp 176, 199, 224, 245, 260, 274, 288). The stated impacts on socially or economically disadvantaged
populations are not used as “justification” for plowing in aternative B, although there would certainly be some economic and environmental justice in doing so.

Page 3. Re: Visitor experience. The commenter is encouraged to separate the criteriafor selecting an alternative from the process of disclosing impacts for all
aternatives. The decision criteria, or factors considered by the decision maker in making his or her choice, will be explained at thetime alegal decisionis
made. Comments arguing about the rationale for the preferred alternative in the DEIS are most applicable to the decision that has yet to be made. Directly to
the point of this comment, the new preferred aternative in the FEIS would limit winter visitors, would allow oversnow machine travel, and would eliminate
noise and pollution from snowmobiles. Alternative B does the same, except that it would allow snowmobiles in the parks — except from West Y ellowstone.

Page 4. Re: Natural quiet. The sound analysis will be more comprehensive for all aternativesin the FEIS.

Page 5. Re: Chronic harassment of wildlife. In part to address the issue of impacts from humans on wildlife, a carrying capacity study for visitor use will be
completed in atimely manner after the Record of Decision (regardless of which alternative is decided upon) and the FEIS will set interim visitor use levels.
More explanation of the carrying capacity issue will be included in the FEIS.

Page 5. Re: Potential for impacts. Impacts discussed in the section titled Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (DEIS page 317) are drawn from the explanation of
assumptions and detailed analysis of alternativesin Chapter 1V of the DEIS. NPS feels there is adequate support for the statement in question.

Page 5. Re: Cumulative impact analysis. The EIS and Plan are of a programmatic nature. It has been NPS' expressed intent from the beginning of the process
to prepare a programmatic Plan (§1508.18(b)(2) and (3)). Thiswould be the purpose of preparing a“comprehensive EIS.” There should have been no illusions
that a plan of this magnitude would be based upon detailed, site-specific datain order to make every decision possible relating to winter use. This
programmatic approach is acceptable under the law. Such documents make decisions and allocations at a general level and defer many specific project
decisions (implementing the plan) to alater date. Some site-specific decisions will require additional NEPA analysis and a new decision that is “tiered”
(81508.28) to, or supported by, the programmatic plan. For these analyses, the assessment of cumulative impacts must be done in accordance with the CEQ
regulations.

Page 5. Re: Snowmobile emissions. The emissions analysis will be more comprehensive for all alternativesin the FEIS.

Page 6. Re: Water quality. The analysis of emissionsimpacts on snowpacks, water quality and aquatic resources will be updated in the FEIS using information
not available for the DEIS.

Page 6. Re: Park infrastructure. Costs associated with winter use alternatives may be found in DEIS Appendix F (Vol. 11).

Page 6. Re: Park improvements. Asthe commenter points out, there are impacts associated with the preferred alternative in the DEIS. There are impacts
disclosed for al alternatives, asis the nature and purpose of an EIS. The commenter misses the point of the process and confuses the eventual decision with
disclosure of impacts through the range of alternatives.
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